With the phenomenon of economic globalization having absorbed our attention for the last decade, environmental challenges as well as the necessity to manage the distribution of resources have been neglected. This paper focuses on the potential for future resource conflicts among states which -as will be arguedwill be fought along the axis of the consumers and producers of energy. Conflict over resources can be provoked by the increased energy import dependency of some Western states, intensified by a progressive process of global fossil fuels depletion. The strategies of the West to prevent and manage this type of conflict -risk reduction, crisis management and geopolitics of energy -will be evaluated according to their effectiveness. It will be argued that these strategies might be effective in the short-and mid term but are inadequate in the long term, and that Western states cannot depend on them to prevent a conflict over fossil fuels. The focus of the study is the EU and its precarious strategy of "risk reduction" which, in effect, places all the eggs in the Russian basket. The discussion of Western crisis management as implemented by the International Energy Agency also points to their lack of reliability and effectiveness to manage a severe shortage crisis. The third strategy to prevent and manage supply crisis for the West -a geopolitics of energy -might work in the short run by furnishing Western states' control of cheap oil, but is counterproductive in the long run by deepening the chasm between them and the producer countries on whose energy they depend. The only two effective and complementary strategies to avoid conflict over resources would be to start to reduce the dependency on fossil fuels by developing alternative and renewable energy, and, most of all, to pursue a global policy based on a more equitable and controlled energy distribution.
INTRODUCTION
Following the end of the cold war there was a short period of time when it looked as if the world was entering an era of political stability, enduring peace and the absence of conflicts. It was at this time that Francis Fukuyama wrote his famous book "The End of History and the Last Man", which announced that the global spread of capitalism and liberal democracy would bring global prosperity and peace, even including the third world. It did not take long for this dream to be shattered: we witnessed the Gulf War with the direct involvement of three Western powers, and a new wave of ethnic conflicts, shocking the world community in terms of their dimension and geographical spread. The search for the one theory -the one explanation for these conflicts started, but none of the theories offered were wholly satisfactory and it became ever more evident that another dimension had to be added to explain the dynamics of global security: namely, the present and future potential for resource wars. 2 In the following, I will discuss the potential for future resource conflicts among states which -as will be argued -will be fought along the axis of the consumers and producers of energy. Conflicts over resources can be provoked by the increased energy import dependency of the consumer states, intensified by a progressive process of global fossil fuels depletion. The strategies of the West to prevent and manage this type of conflictrisk reduction, crisis management and geopolitics of energy -will be evaluated according to their effectiveness. It will be argued that while they might work in the shortand mid term, they are inadequate in the long term, and Western states cannot therefore depend on these strategies to prevent future conflict over fossil fuels. The discussion focuses on the EU and its strategy of "risk reduction" vis-à-vis Russia by securing energy supply from one of their main suppliers through treaties and partnership arrangements. Western crisis management as implemented by the International Energy Agency also points to their lack of reliability and effectiveness to manage a severe shortage crisis. The third strategy to prevent and manage supply crisis for the West -a geopolitics of energy -might work by furnishing Western states' control and acess to cheap oil for a certain duration, but is counterproductive in the long run because it only serves to deepen the chasm between themselves and the producer countries on whose energy they depend. The only two feasible and complementary strategies would be to start to reduce the dependency on fossil fuels by developing alternative and renewable energy, and to pursue a more equitable policy of global energy distribution.
It will be argued that the widely accepted globalization theories are incapable to explain conflict, including conflict provoked by environmental scarcity. Evidence for the progressive process of fossil fuels depletion will be presented as a further exacerbating factor explaining the potential for resource conflict. Subsequently the discussion will focus on new energy supply vulnerabilities on the part of the EU and its strategy of "risk reduction" which will be identified as a precarious strategy since it puts all eggs in the Russian basket and the suspended Energy Charter Treaty. Also the West's, more specifically the OECD's, inadequate crisis management of the International Energy Agency will be highlighted as the implications of a Western geopolitics of energy.
GLOBALIZATIO N THEORIES AND THE NEGLIGENCE OF CONFLICT
Inspiration for this paper and in particular for this section, including to look at some of the authors discussed below, has been given to me by Michael Klare's book "Resource Wars". The end of the cold war in 1989 and the collapse of the Soviet Union prompted a debate in international relations on the "nature" of the new world order, on the "one defining thing" of the post-bipolar world. In several analyses it has been argued that economic globalization has emerged as the world's dominant feature, bringing unprecedented prosperity even to impoverished regions of the world. Thomas Friedman in his bestseller on globalization for example argues that economic globalization leads to an eradication of conflicts by the effects of a process of democratization of technology, finance and information. In general proponents of a global spread of neo-liberalism assume that globalization will yield greater interdependency among states and make their borders more permeable. Thus, apart from the spread of prosperity, these globalization processes would also lead to international cooperation and world peace.
But while most scholars would agree that economic globalization and the emergence of the global market is a critical new feature of the international system, there is controversy concerning the extent to which these economic factors eventually foster the prospect for cooperation in the new international system. One group of critics of the optimistic view of liberal proponents of globalization disagree in particular with the assumption that the globalization process will foster peace and cooperation. Instead they predict an intensification of conflict between regional economic blocs competing with each other in a struggle for market shares and technological supremacy. Then there are those analyses which are not part of the globalization debate and which focus explicitly on conflict and security. Quasi as a counter design to the idea of globalization, Samuel Huntington delivered his bold and provocative view of the future world order and global security. In his seminal 1996 book "The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order", he argues that the future will be characterized by clashes between civilizations and its core states, and not between states and regions like in the past. He identifies seven civilizations which are in conflict with each other. At the macro level it all boils down to the "West versus the Rest" 3 with "the most intense conflicts occurring between Muslim and Asian societies on the one hand, and the West on the other." 4 Huntington has been criticized widely for the simplicity of his "plate tectonics" 5 and being proven wrong by recent occurrences in which the West, or rather the US, aligned with Muslim states, i.e. in Bosnia or in case of Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan. Another provocative scenario for global conflict has been offered by Robert Kaplan who in a well received 1994 article argued that the defining element of the future world will be some form of anarchy, caused by scarcity, crime, overpopulation, tribalism, and disease. His scenario is based on a transfer of West Africa's devastating and catastrophic experience to other parts of the globe, including the Western world. The new concept of "environmental scarcity", referring to a depletion and degradation of renewable resources, i.e. of water, forests, fertile land and fisheries, plays an essential role in his apocalyptic prophecy as a cause for war.
The introduction of the term "environmental scarcity" into the political science debate at the beginning of the 1990s reflects a general "greening" of the peace and conflict research agenda. During the 80s environmental issues became on the one hand part of a widened concept of security and on the other hand started to be regarded as playing a critical role for violent conflicts. 6 In 1987 the World Commission on Environment and Development stated clearly: "Nations have often fought to assert or resist control over war materials, energy supplies, land, river basins, sea passages and other key environmental resources." 7 But the identification of disputes over resources as cause for international conflict was not a new phenomenon. The concern and apprehension for the economic well-being of the Western industrialized societies in connection with the two oil crisis in the 70s brought the notion of a "resource war" close to home. A 1986 analysis provided a list of 12 conflicts in the 20th century involving resources, beginning with WWI and concluding with the Falklands/Malvinas War. Access to oil was at issue in 7 of these conflicts, even if indirectly such as in the Malvinas case when the existence of off-shore oil was assumed rather than proven. Only five of these conflicts involved renewable resources, and only two conflicts did not involve non-renewable resources. 8 These findings confirmed the observation that states fought more over non-renewable than renewable resources. Thomas F. Homer-Dixan gives two reasons for this observation: First, since fossil fuels and minerals are critical constituents of any war production, they can be more directly converted into state power than for example fish and forests. Second, the very countries that are most dependent on renewable resources, and which are therefore most motivated to seize resources from their neighbors, also tend to be poor -inhibiting their capability for aggression.
With violent conflict between ethnic groups seemingly having become the dominant feature of the post cold war period and with the new awareness of environmental scarcity as a cause for conflict, peace and conflict research focused its attention on renewable energy and the sub-national level of violent conflicts. But by the end of the 90s new trends have become visible which will induce peace and conflict research to reconsider the national level and non-renewable energy as a potential cause for violent conflicts: fossil fuels are slowly, but progressively subject to depletion and energy import dependency of some Western states is increasing. Thus conflict research has to question its implicit assumption that wars among nations is a feature of the past.
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GLOBAL FOSSIL FUEL RESOURCE DEPLETION
Among the non-renewable resources oil is the most important in the economies of the industrialized countries. It is an extensively used raw material and an important factor for transport 10 and the agricultural sector. The petrochemical sector would collapse without oil supply and, so far, no replacement for oil is in sight. In particular, the agricultural sector is dependent on oil since the new "green revolution" is based on water and nutrients-both of which require petroleum. But with oil prices having experienced a record plunge during most of the 90s, there seemed to be no reason to think about the interdependency between these two facts: that oil is a finite resource and that the West is heavily dependent on its supply. Moreover, in the 1970s we all were subject to the alarming predictions of the Club of Rome's "Limits of Growth" which was based on wrong forecasts in terms of demand growth and therefore wrong. 11 However, 30 years later, it now appears that new problems are on the horizon.
Over the past few years, voices 12 predicting a problem with oil production in the foreseeable future have grown stronger. These are the essential arguments on which these analysts base their concern:
1.
Oil is a finite resource. The big discoveries have all been made. The peak of discovery occurred in the 1960s and the discovery rate has fallen dramatically in recent years. For every two barrels used, only one new one is found. Oil production will reach a peak around 2010 and decline thereafter. Peak means that half of the world's finite supply of conventional oil will have been consumed. Peak production means the mid-point of depletion. 13 
2.
Reserves are an important basis to predict future discovery. There is, first of all, confusion about the definition about what a "reserve" is. Furthermore, assessments of reserves are subject to diverse political motivations to understate or overstate the quantities involved. Moreover, the alleged discoveries of the OPEC countries in the 1980s, which are regularly pointed to in the BP Review and adopted by many other sources, are simple additions by several OPEC members who were competing for quota based on reserves; however, nothing had changed in their reservoirs. 14 It started with Iraq, when it added an eleven billion barrel increase that in fact was a delayed report of a discovery in the late 1970s. Venezuela followed by doubling its reserves in 1987 by the admission of, at that point, large amounts of heavy oil it had found long before. Iran, Iraq, Abu Dhabi, Dubai and later Saudi Arabia felt compelled to counteract Venezuela's action by reporting huge increases of their own, "practically overnight." 15 The actual figures might be somewhere in the middle, because the old numbers (provided by the companies before being expropriated) might have been understated. Moreover, it is implausible that a large and increasing number of countries report unchanged numbers year after year although "production eats into reserves." In the overall statistics for discoveries, these distortions of the 1980s continue to have a considerable impact.
3.
The category of non-conventional oil is another swing factor in all the estimates. Non-conventional oil is oil from oil shale, tar sands and from enhanced recovery, oil in very hostile environments, in very small accumulations, and heavy oil. Non-conventional oil is difficult and expensive to extract and the crucial question for the future will be to what extent technology will develop to facilitate access to this non-conventional oil. The IEA has estimated that oil companies would have to invest $1 trillion in the production process of non-OPEC countries to compensate for the loss of their aging fields.
4.
The cake is not only getting smaller, but more parties are eating it. Energy consumption of the developing word will increase steadily in the foreseeable future. In terms of primary energy demand 16 the biggest share of the potential increase will come with 68% from the developing world. OECD's countries share of increase will account of 23%. While the share of OECD demand will fall from 54% (1997) to 44% (2020) 17 , this does not mean that consumption of OECD countries compared to that of the developing countries is not completely disproportional: Based on 1992 figures Goldstein showed that the global South with 76 percent of the world's population accounts for only 26 percent of the world's aggregate energy consumption, which means on a per capita basis that the North uses nine times as much energy as the South. 18 With energy resources dwindling over the next decades we can expect a fight over the distribution of the remaining resources, with the South no longer prepared to accept this disproportional consumption of energy.
It is difficult to render an assessment as to what extent these arguments are known, ignored or refuted by the Western political elites responsible for securing the availability of energy for their industrialized economies. The big oil companies might be reluctant to talk about these issues publicly since their fortune and positive dividends depend on the stock market and the unchallenged idea that oil is flowing in endless streams. Moreover, official sources such as the Report to the Trilateral Commission 19 do not see a problem of scarcity in the long run, rather one of an abrupt interruption of supply. But there are also critical voices from the oil companies such as Franco Bernabé from ENI (the Italian energy company), 20 as well as BP's new corporate name "Beyond Petroleum", which clearly acknowledges that there will be a problem of supply in the future. 21 Even the chief executive of ARCO stated dramatically: "We've embarked on the beginning of the last days of the age of oil". 22
EU ENERGY SUPPLY: NEW VULNERABILITIE S, RISKY STRATEGIES
While the dimension of resource depletion is a controversial subject and debated heatedly in expert circles, there is no controversy about the increasing import dependency of some Western states and their newly grown energy vulnerability which constitutes the background for inter-state resource conflicts. Although the European Union has been strongly in need of external energy resources, it started only in the mid 90s to advance its own analysis and strategy to deal with this subject. After a short presentation of new EU energy vulnerabilities, the effectiveness of the EU strategy of "risk reduction" vis-à-vis Russia will be discussed.
EU Energy Supply Vulnerabilities
Most energy policy is still made at the level of the EU member states and so far the EU Commission failed in its goal to achieve formal competence for Common Energy Policy (CEP). To boost the case for a CEP, the Commission has launched a series of papers starting with a Green Paper in 1995. It outlined the main foundations of such a policy, including the promotion of an Internal Energy Market, a common security of supply policy, and the consideration of environmental aspects. Several other studies followed. In particular, the 2000 study "Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply" is regarded as the key EU document in this context.
Oil import reliance
Europe's oil import dependency will increase drastically in the mid-term future since North Sea crude oil production is projected to decline progressively after reaching peak production around 2000. Currently, in the EU, energy demand is covered by 41% oil, 22% gas, 16% coal, 15% nuclear energy and 6% renewables. 23 The EU currently imports 76% of its oil energy requirements; by 2020, this is projected to increase to 90%. The Green Paper acknowledges that "geographic diversification" will be difficult in view of the fact that the remaining oil reserves will increasingly be concentrated in the Middle East. 24 Forty five percent of EU oil imports come from the Middle East and, by 2020, 50% of the Union's needs will be covered by OPEC. After the Middle East, the important oil suppliers of Western Europe are the CIS with 23% and North Africa with 20%. Thus, with one fifth of the total import supply, North Africa also must be viewed as an important regional provider. 25 Gas import reliance Natural gas has seen a rapid growth in consumption since the 1990s, increasingly supplanting oil for heating. In the mix of energy, the share of gas -currently 22% -will increase to 29% by 2030. The EU imports 40% of its gas consumption; of that amount, Russia accounts for 42% of the EU's gas imports and Algeria 30%. 26 Thus, for the foreseeable future, Russia and Algeria will remain the main external suppliers. On one hand, gas poses less of a potential supply problem for the Western world than oil, since it will take longer for gas supplies to run out. On the other hand, there are two problems related to increasing reliance upon gas as a primary energy supply: 1) while there exists a mechanism for dealing with interruptions in oil supplies, there is no equivalent mechanism for gas at the EU level or, more widely, in the IEA framework 27 and 2) there is a fundamental difference between oil and gas: gas, unless it has been transformed into liquid gas (LNG), can only be transported by pipelines directly to its customers and therefore requires long-term contracts between producers and consumers. In contrast to gas, oil only needs pipelines to be transported to transshipment points where it is loaded on ships for delivery to distant markets. This means that while there is a global market for oil, the corresponding market for gas is only regional. Should a crisis occur with the main suppliers, the options for diversification are therefore very limited. The Green paper concludes: "In the long run, the supply of gas in Europe risks creating a new situation of dependence."
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In view of the geography of its suppliers for the EU and the increasing dimension of its import dependency, the 1999 Annual Energy Review's conclusion warns that more than three quarters of world oil and gas reserves are located in potentially unstable areas from political and/or economic point of views. Furthermore these areas will remain the dominant source of European Union supplies in the future.
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The 2000 Green paper also discusses the potential instabilities in connection with the EU's reliance on a few energy suppliers:
Adopting a policy of geopolitical diversification has not been able to free the Union from effective dependence on the Middle East (for oil) and Russia (for natural gas). Indeed, a number of Member States, and in particular the applicant countries, are entirely dependent on a single gas pipeline that links them to a single supplier country.
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Diversification and technology Diversification of suppliers, in particular in the gas sector, is therefore one important strategy recommended by the Commission. Towards this end, the EU -in its 1995 Green paper -declared its intention to develop and apply new technologies for enhanced exploitation of fossil fuels as well as making better use of new and renewable energy sources. 31 But five years later, in 2000, renewables still accounted for only 6% of Europe's supply, including 2% hydroelectricity. 32 Moreover, the progress made in renewables has been offset by a further increase in consumption. Accordingly, the Commission set a new goal: it projected the target of doubling the share of renewables in global energy consumption from 6% in 1997 to 12% by 2010, a level of 7% for biofuels by 2010, and a target of 20% for all fuel substitutes. The investment required to meet these goals has been estimated to be about 165 billion Euros between 1997 and 2010. 33 The 2000 EU Green paper states that "transport represents the great unknown for the future of energy" and that with its "almost complete dependence on oil" it is "an Achilles' heel for Europe's economy". 34 In the future, the transport sector is expected to grow by 2% per annum, with goods transport expected to increase by 38 % and passenger transport by 19%. The EU concedes that the current absence of any real oil substitute (bio-fuels, natural gas) in the transport sector would "make any prolonged oil crisis critical". 35 But the transport sector is not the only problem: while the EU paper correctly acknowledges that energy savings in transport is a sine qua non for any substantial reduction in energy consumption, it completely omits the problem of the petrochemical and agricultural sectors, which are both heavily dependent on oil and where no short-term solutionsexcept controversial ones like genetic engineering -are in sight. 36 The 2000 EU Green paper has been criticized widely for its critical shortcomings. 37 One criticism refers to the lack of the paper's engagement in the current controversial debate on resource depletion. 38 Furthermore, instead of acknowledging the structural dimension of this problem in terms of the necessity to prepare for the inevitable long term shift to a system depended on renewable energy, the Commission reduces the problem to one of "import dependency". 39 As stated explicitly in the Green paper, the EU is not seeking to increase energy self-sufficiency or to decrease its dependence, but instead deliberately limits itself to a strategy of reducing "the risks linked to such dependency". 40 This approach is labeled here as being the "EU strategy of risk reduction."
Independent of the strategy, the analysts who drafted the EU Green paper at least cannot be accused of underestimating the seriousness of the situation when they use the following analogy to describe the social risks of an energy crisis:
The instability of energy supplies, whether linked to erratic fluctuations in prices, relations with producer countries or a chance event, may cause serious social disruption. Today petrol is vital for the functioning of the economy, like bread. Any disruption of supply is likely to lead to social demands, if not social conflict. The situation is similar to that created by a bread shortage 200 years ago. 41 The Energy Charter Treaty and the most recent Energy Partnership with Russia have to be seen as a reflection and direct policy outcome of this strategy aimed at reducing the risk for an EU involved in high import dependency on Russia. But both policy initiatives, the Charter Treaty and the Energy Partnership, fall short of guaranteeing energy delivery from the EU's most important gas and second important oil suppliers.
The Risky Strategy of "Risk Reduction": Putting all Eggs in the Russian Basket
The Energy Charter Treaty (ECT) belongs in the category of EU strategies of risk reduction, it's aim being to secure energy supply through contractual and legal instruments. Originally the Charter was set in motion by the Dutch government in 1990 to stimulate economic growth in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.
The Charter was signed as a political declaration in 1991 and developed into the Energy Charter Treaty, signed in 1994. The signatories to the treaty, now totaling 51, include all members of the European Union, several Eastern European countries, Russia and the CIS states, plus Australia and Japan. The Treaty entered into force in 1998 following the ratification of 30 signatories. The treaty is still pending ratification for other countries. The purpose of the treaty is to establish legal rights with respect to investment, trade, and the transit of energy. But the most important issue is security of transit, with all signatories obliged to allow the transit of energy from third parties including in the event of a conflict with one of the parties. This issue was raised in view of the fact that Russian gas, for example, is transported via Ukraine and other republics who have potential or actual conflict with Russia.
But so far Russia has not ratified the ETC, nor would it appear that the Russian parliament intends to ratify the treaty in the foreseeable future. 42 Thus the implementation of the ETC has been suspended indefinitely. The explanation for the Soviet reluctance to commit to this treaty is due to the transit protocols which would require the signatories to allow third countries to use their pipelines for transit of their energy goods. But Russia is not willing to allow third countries such as Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan to use Russian territory for transit, as it wishes to protect the monopoly position of the Russian gas company, Gazprom, in the European gas market. It is widely held amongst energy experts that "maintaining a stronghold over energy transit possibilities for former Soviet states has been a foreign policy instrument the Russian government has been reticent to relinquish." 43 In order to partially compensate for the lack of Russian participation in the ECT, the EU succeeded in achieving an "energy partnership" with Russia. This initiative has been launched as one policy outcome of the EU Green Paper stipulating that the EU's share of Russia's current gas and oil supply is planned to double in the next 20 years. 44 But experts warn that Russia will not be capable of delivering reliably energy in these quantities in view of its limited reserves, its high domestic demand and the moderate production capacity of its energy companies.
Limited Reserves
The evaluation of proven reserves is a difficult and controversial subject. While Russia is undisputedly the third largest oil producer and the second largest oil exporter, the quantity of its reserves is seen very differently. In its 2000 "Russian Energy Strategy", the Russian government claimed to possess 12 to 13 % of world oil reserves (including possible reserves), while Western estimates assume proven reserves in Russia of less than 50 billion barrels or 4.6% of world reserves. 45 But recent increases in oil output are not necessarily a reflection of vast reserves, they can be understood as no more than a short-term improvement generated by the reactivation of inactive wells, drilling improvements and the exploitation of some new fields. Experts point to the aging oil fields in Siberia which show no evidence of any potential growth in production. Neither are there expectations of new findings in Russia, apart from the Sakhalin Island, the Northern Seas and some Russian fields in the Caspian. 46 Even according to the Russian Energy Strategy, oil production increase will be no more than about 1% p.a. Friedmann Müller concludes:
If all these factors are compared with the access to production capacities of Middle East countries in the range of more than 4 million barrels per day, the Russian ability to operate as a swing supplier and alternative to Middle East oil is non-existent and will not develop in the future. 47 As a result even the big oil companies like LUKoil, YUKOS and TNK are investing in the gas sector. Hill and Fee note that "Russia is to gas what Saudi-Arabia is to oil." 48 It seems that Russia's gas reserves far exceed those of any other country, holding 32% of proven total world reserves and outranking Iran, Qatar, Saudi-Arabia and Untied Arab Emirates as well as the US and Algeria. The EU receives 62% of Russia's total gas exports which in turn accounts for 20% of the EU's overall gas consumption (20% from the CIS without Russia) 49 . Since 1997, Russia has also been the main supplier for Turkey, accounting for about 70% of its gas imports. North East Asia is also seen as a prospective market for Russian gas. In particular China, Japan and South Korea are interested in importing gas from Russia. Gazprom, Russia's main gas company, concluded deals with three of China's largest energy companies and proposed several options to construct overland pipeline routes for transporting Russian gas to China, and possibly South Korea and Japan.
However, there is still a question mark concerning whether the reserves will enable these ambitious plans to be met. Gazprom's gas production has decreased slightly over the last few years in response to the aging of the Western Siberian gas fields, which in 2000 accounted for 80% of Russian output. But there is no escape from the fact that by 2010, or by the latest 2015, there will be significant decrease in West Siberian production, exactly at the time when import dependency on Europe will grow. 50 While there are large offshore fields in the Barents Sea and the Yamal Half Island, it is more than questionable whether they will generate enough profit to justify the construction of a pipeline system. Technically, the development of these offshore fields in the Arctic North of Russia is going to be very difficult because of the cold temperatures, darkness in the Arctic Winter, a water depth of 280-360 m, ice and waves with a height of 25 m. 51 For the exploitation of these reserves, the construction of a section of the Yamal pipeline is indispensable, but the profitability of such a pipeline would be questionable. This means that given the potential Russian delivery capacityaccording to the estimates of the Russian Energy Strategy -90% of overall Russian exports would already be used up by the agreed quantity of exports to Europe alone.
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A further unknown is Russia's high domestic demand for gas and oil. The Russian Energy Strategy assumes that in this domain considerable savings are possible. But it is unclear as to what kind of prospects the Energy Strategy bases its optimistic outlook on, in particular in regard to the expected economic growth in Russia which will lead to a further demand increase for energy.
A further strategy for Gazprom to meet its export and domestic delivery demands is to access additional gas reserves in Central Asia, i.e. Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. But for such a strategy to be implemented, it would be necessary for Russia to place its pipeline system at the disposal of gas producers of the Caspian region. A step in this direction has been advanced by Putin's recent call for an Eurasian alliance of gas producers, including Russia, Turkmenistan, Kazasthan and Uzbekistan. While this alliance would allow the Central Asian countries to use the Russian pipeline system, in contrast to the arrangements under the suspended ETC, it would at the same time secure Russian control of the quantity, the direction and the conditions of the gas transport.
Optimism that Russian energy production may increase has been nurtured by Western investment in the Russian energy sector in an effort to increase production capacity. As early as 1995, the Russian government introduced production sharing agreements (PSAs) as a means to facilitate foreign companies' investment in its energy sector. But with the rise of oil prices, the Russian companies' and government's reluctance to share its reserves grew. This growing resistance to Western investment is expressed in the indefinite Russian suspension of the ratification of the Energy Charter, the implementation of which would provide Western companies with the security necessary to guarantee large scale investments. Neither is there any progress in the completion of the legal framework for production sharing agreements. 53 As Hill and Fee put it: "Russia's oil industry executives see themselves taking over Western business in the next 10-15 years -not letting Western firms break further into Russian oil." 54 Luciani confirms this observation in stating that Russia -like Saudi-Arabia -had discovered that the oil sector is an essential component of national sovereignty, and should be reserved for national oil companies, with the exception of the more difficult and less promising plays. 55 
Energy companies as foreign policy tools
While it seems doubtful that Russian energy companies will be capable of meeting their delivery commitments to Europe in the long term, there is a question concerning the extent to which these companies can be exploited for the pursuit of Russian foreign policy. On the one hand it has been argued that the oil companies are too a large extent privatized and have become transformed into competitive international corporationsand therefore companies like YUKOS 56 and LUKoil are expected to resist any attempt by the Russian government to instrumentalize them in any way. Moreover in view of the nature of the Russian economic and political system during the transition period, the Russian state would be "too enmeshed in domestic rent-allocation to be able to think through a long-term policy" for exploiting energy for foreign policy goals. 57 Others like Hill and Fee argue that energy and energy companies are "important tools for the State in promoting Russian foreign policy". They give evidence for a "creeping re-nationalization of the sector" 58 initiated by President Putin at the beginning of his presidency. In the first place, the structure of the state dominated energy sector was not affected with the break up of the Russian oil industry in 1993. The government maintains majority control in case of the oil companies Rosneft (100%) and Slaveft (50%), and some control in Eastern Oil co and LUKoil (37% and 14% respectively). But the quantity of the government's share does not fully reflect the company's relation with the state, and companies with high government shares still strive for independence, while other companies with a low share like Zarubezneft are closely following the government's directives. Although the two (almost) private oil companies -YUKOS and LUKoil -pursue market oriented strategies in an attempt to become competitive in the international market, they are still strongly influenced by the state. Both Presidents of LUKoil and YUKOS are former state officials and became involved in the energy industry only with government approval. Vagit Alekperov, the President of LUKoil, explicitly advertises the constructive role energy companies can play in Russian foreign policy. 59 For Gazprom the close relationship with the state is even more obvious although the government only holds 38% of the share. After Putin lost partial control of Gazprom at the beginning of his presidency, the appointment of a young Putin protégé from St. Petersburg, Alexei Miller, as Gazprom's chairman in May 2001 is seen as evidence that Putin had won out in his power struggle with Gazprom managers whose aim was to privatize the gas company. European gas companies -ENI as well as Wintershall and Ruhrgas -started to invest in this large gas company which holds 25% of world gas reserves and controls 90% of Russian gas production. The participation of European energy companies in Gazprom might serve as a further warrantee that Russian gas deliveries to Europe will flow without interruptions. But these first initiatives of Western investment in the Russian gas industry might already be in retreat. The Western companies lack guarantees for their investment and production sharing agreements. Wintershall withdrew from a major Gazprom-Rosneft joint venture in early 2002. It is also questionable whether companies like Ruhrgas which only holds a 5% share of Gazprom and another 1.5% through a joint venture with a Gaszprom subsidiary would attain a "Veto" power in case of conflict with the Gazprom management. Thus, it would appear that with the re-nationalization of its energy sector, it is questionable whether the Russian energy companies would be willing or powerful enough to resist a call by the Russian government to support certain foreign policy goals. Moreover, the creation of the Eurasian gas alliance could be interpreted as an enlargement of Russian foreign policy options: while Putin's intention might be primarily to bring stability into the gas transportation system, these gas producers could exploit the alliance for prize agreements or the achievement of common foreign policy goals vis-à-vis their customers, in short as a kind of gas OPEC . 60 In view of its high dependency on energy imports from Russia, security of supply is a critical issue in EU-Russian relations. Over the last 30 years Russia has been the most reliable supplier of energy for the European Union -there has never been any interruption of supplies. 61 Long term "take or pay" contracts help guarantee Russian gas delivery and ensure the necessary funding for large-scale investments in production and transportation infrastructure. But it must be tempting for a Russian government to use this new power for Russian interests -or at least threaten to consider this. During a 2002 visit to Germany President Putin transformed this remote theoretical possibility into a real and specific one when he did not shy away from playing energy supply against Russia's integration into European institutions. He let the Europeans know unmistakably:
If Europe treats Russia as an alien type, then of course we could create obstacles on the path of expansion of these relations. However, if Europe treats Russia as an equal partner, for Russia the rules will not be applied according to which a EU country is not allowed to be supplied with more than 30% energy from a country, which is not member of this community. 62 The implication is that if Russia is left unsatisfied with the degree of its integration into EU institutions, it will consider withholding energy supplies to Europe. Thus, it seems, the EU strategy of risk reduction by pursuing the Energy Charter Treaty, turned out to be a deadlock and the Energy dialogue is no guarantee to prevent conflict over resources by the interruption of supplies from Russia -be it intentionally by using the "oil" or "gas" weapon or be it unintentionally caused by a progressive depletion of Russian energy resources and the increasing number of consumers who are dependent on Russia.
INADEQUATE WESTERN CRISIS MANAGEMENT
After a long period of calm, Western awareness of vulnerabilities in energy supply has been gaining new attention. Some additional recent developments are responsible for this new concern. Firstly, oil prices increased dramatically during the last 3 years, at one point by as much as 300%. Secondly, with the breakdown of the peace process in Israel, Western relations with Middle Eastern OPEC members have once again been jeopardized. Thirdly, with 9/11 and a war in the Middle East being imminent, relations between the US and the Middle Eastern countries have become considerably strained. In this section of the paper, we will discuss the efficiency and the implications of Western strategies of crisis management to respond to this energy vulnerability, namely the potential use of the emergency measures in the context of the International Energy Agency, and a Western strategy of a geopolitics of energy.
Crisis scenarios and crisis management: the IEA Disturbances and supply crisis have always been part of the global petroleum system. But a system of crisis management was installed in the 1970s as a direct outcome of the most dramatic supply interruption, the 1973 oil crisis. In the following it will be discussed to what extent "oil crisis" similar to those in the 70s can still affect today's petroleum system and how effective the crisis management system of the International Energy Agency (IEA) has been so far in dealing with supply interruptions.
Crisis before the 70s
Before World War II, it was mainly national and labour struggles in Latin America and the Middle East that caused disturbances to the Western oil companies. After World War II, two major events in the 50s take prominence: first, the nationalization of the British oil corporations through the Mossadeq regime and the subsequent coup by British and US forces to overthrow Mossadeq and to install the pro-Western Shah (1951-54). The second was the oil supply crisis that occurred in the Suez crisis in 1957. Well into the 60s, the US hegemony of the world petroleum system was based on the United States' role as an oil producer. Therefore, in case of disruptions of oil supply -for example, in the Suez Canal crisis -it still had the excess capacity to act as a swing producer that enabled it to increase output and export to its oil-consuming allies in Western Europe and Japan. But US production peaked during the late 60s and this decline in its production capacity became obvious during the first "oil crisis" in 1973 when the US proved unable to supply the market with additional excess oil.
Crisis of the 70s
For the first time in the late 60s and 70s, oil-producing countries made use of the "oil weapon" as an instrument for foreign policy. The West's first encounter with this new phenomenon occurred when an oil embargo was imposed by the OAPEC 63 on the United States and the Netherlands for their support of Israel during the 1973 ArabIsraeli war. There was a reduction of 5 million barrels per day (mb/d) in supplies from the Arab countries of OPEAC between September and November, the loss amounting to 9% of the total production of 50.8 mb/d. 64 Prices of oil rose by 227%, from 5.12$ in October 1973 to 11.65 $ by January 1974. 65 But this first oil crisis was not provoked solely by the Arabs using the oil weapon, but rather by spare capacity which had been consumed. 66 Oil was under priced, stimulating a very fast demand growth, which again eroded the spare capacity to the point where it was not guaranteed any more that the system was capable of keeping up with this demand. For this reason, it was conducive for the petroleum system to correct the oil price upward. What happened in 1973 was that "the importance of the underlying market tightness was subsumed under the headlines of the war with Israel and the unsheathing of the Arab 'oil weapon'."
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The spectacular 1973 crisis was followed by the crisis in 1979, and a third one in September 1980, when Iraq declared war on Iran. The deficit this time was 4 -5% with an increase of prices of 261% from $13 to $34 per barrel. 68 While there is consensus among analysts and scholars that the first oil shock had severe economic and political effects, there is disagreement concerning the extent of these effects. It is doubtful that it was solely the rise in oil prices that "led to the worst recession in decades in the trilateral countries" 69 as the Trilateral Commission claims. Capitalism was also experiencing a severe structural crisis at this time. But the strong relationship between oil price shocks and recession cannot be denied.
One response of the Western countries to these crises of the seventies was diversification strategies. The industry stepped up their exploration outside the Middle East area finding promising new provinces in Alaska, the North Sea, Mexico and elsewhere, many being offshore. Also, nuclear energy was further developed and coal achieved a massive comeback in the electricity sector. The oil companies released onto the market their reserves which they had stored in expectation of a potential future crisis. Also, programs for saving energy displayed some success. In response to these developments, the Western economies recovered from the oil price shocks of the 1970s and oil prices even dropped significantly in the 1980s, down to a pre-crisis level of about US $9 a barrel in January 1999.
But the crisis of the 70s was not only about oil prices. There was a real supply crisis. During the 1973 crisis the petroleum industry in the Middle East was still predominantly based on vertically integrated supply chains. 70 This means that the oil industry controlled upstream as well as downstream production and the power of supply was in the hands of the Western oil companies. 71 Horsnell explains:
(A) barrel lost in exports would be neatly matched by a barrel's shortfall at the buyer's end. It was the world of what used to be called oil company supply managers. Barrels were moved around the world like pieces on a chessboard, and there was no other deus ex machina to mitigate or alter the impact of any shock. 72 And it did not help that the system was still in the in the hands of Western oil managers. During the 1973 crisis Prime Minister Heath attempted to ask BP and Royal/Dutch Shell for preferential treatment to deliver oil to Britain since the British government held a majority shareholding. BP and Shell declined. 73 After the oil crisis the Middle Eastern states denationalized the Western oil companies and in the mid 70s ownership shifted to their own governments. But in the late 70s and early 80s, the oil world changed again with the slow development of the international oil spot market. Today oil is traded on these international spot markets or in form of special contracts between oil companies and refineries in certain countries. With this system in place a state can always ultimately get the oil it wants, albeit at a much higher price:
(T)he problem during a crisis was simply the price one has to pay... Even if all one's supplies were bought from countries that were not subject to disruption, once the short term scramble for barrels was over, one would be in no better a position than a country which had all its imports subject to disruption. Securing the supply lines was no longer the dominant issue it had had been in the early 1970s and before. 74 Thus, in the short-and mid term perspective, we will be spared the specter of a reemergence of the 70s' oil crisis, at least not as long as we still have swing producers who are swiftly capable of producing spare capacity to bring down prices -a role which has always been played by Saudi-Arabia and other OPEC countries. But after 2010, when the effects of oil depletion will set in, it will no longer be obvious as to which producer can most easily compensate for the loss of barrels to act as a swing producer.
Vulnerability of trade and pipeline system
There remains the danger of a supply crisis caused by a disruption in the trade and pipeline system. With 180 ships making the passage every day, the Suez canal is still an important trade route for Europe. Unimpeded passage through the Canal is essential for European trade since it shortens the voyage from Europe to the Indian Ocean by 10-12 days. But more critical in terms of disruption is the Straits of Hormuz, with a movement of 18 mb/d, and without any alternative export route for most of the oil. Therefore, the closure of Hormuz would be "the absolute Armageddon scenario" 75 , and with Al Qaeda searching for opportunities to hurt the West in its most vulnerable point, such a scenario no longer sounds unrealistic.
Europe's critical gas supply from Algeria could also be subject to disruption by attacks upon the onshore gas pipeline. This concern is bound to increase in view of the growing role of gas. Two gas pipelines to Europe are going through the potentially unstable Maghreb: one is the Transmed pipeline carrying Algerian gas through Tunisia to Italy. The second, in operation since 1996, is the Maghreb-Europe pipeline. This nearly 800-mile pipeline transports gas from Hassi R'Mel, the largest field in Algeria, through Morocco and below the strait of Gibraltar to Seville in Spain, with expansions planned to Portugal, France and Germany. In another scenario, Gulf and Mediterranean states with a strong naval capacity would disrupt Europe's trade and energy supply transported on ships. Therefore the US 5th and 6th Fleets, explicit mission is-among others-the protection of the energy supply. 76 But what about the mechanism to deal with a supply crisis caused by a disruption in the trade or pipeline system ?
IEA Emergency Response
In the aftermath of the first oil crisis the International Energy Agency (IEA) was established in 1974 as part of the OECD, with the primary mission of providing a mechanism to mitigate the effects of a future oil embargo by Emergency Response Measures. Furthermore, the IEA was supposed to come up with long-term plans to decrease dependency on OPEC, such as strategies of diversification and conservation of supplies. The IEA also encouraged international oil companies to ignore anti-trust laws in case of an oil shortage crisis, since they were needed for cooperation with governments to distribute the oil among the member countries in a fair and equitable fashion.
But the chief objective for the foundation of the IEA was energy security and emergency response. To that end the IEA designed an integrated set of emergency response measures, which include stockdraw, demand restraint, fuel-switching, surge of oil production, and sharing of available supplies. This Emergency Program gets into effect in case of international disruptions with a 7% loss of supply, called the "7% trigger". In order to implement the stockdraw measure in case of crisis, IEA member countries have committed themselves to hold stocks equivalent to 90 days of net oil imports. The stockholding system includes two types of stocks: company stocks which are held by the industry and government, and agency stocks which are referred to as "public stocks". For EU members this obligation is reinforced by a EU commitment. 77 Notwithstanding, in the second oil crisis in 1979, the IEA failed. With a gross loss of 640 mb/d during the crisis, oil prices were driven even higher than in the first oil crisis. The IEA failed to stop the dramatic surge of oil prices. It was held responsible for not having curbed the catastrophic dimension of the crisis. In particular, IEA's reporting system was criticized for its insufficient work. 78 This changed with the Gulf War supply crisis in 1990-91 when the IEA for the first time since its founding could refer to a successful management of a crisis: information flew better than in other crises and the market did not react in panic but much more flexibly. 79 Iraq's invasion of Kuwait led the UN to impose an import embargo on Iraqi and Kuwaiti oil on August 6, 1990 . This embargo led to a shortfall of 4.3 million barrels of oil per day. An IEA Contingency Plan was set up to provide for 2.5 million barrels of oil a day to be made available to the market within 15 days, with 2 million coming from strategic oils stocks. 80 During this time, additional supplies came mostly from Saudi-Arabia and other OPEC producers. Therefore it was not necessary to evoke the Contingency Plan earlier than January 11, 1991. But since industry oil stocks were high at that time and oil demand was decreasing, only about half of the strategic stock which had been offered by the United States and Denmark, Germany and the Netherlands was taken up. 81 It was the US which made the largest contribution by releasing 33.75 million barrels from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR). Thus it seemed that the Gulf War crisis was not much of a challenge for the IEA to demonstrate its effectiveness: enough spare capacity existed in the system to meet this shortfall in Kuwaiti and Iraqi oil and the stocks were filled at that time.
With the new heightened awareness on EU security of energy supplies the inadequacy of the IEA mechanism is in the focus of attention. The EU Green Paper expresses skepticism about the IEA emergency program when blaming the EU members for a lack of commitment to release their reserves in case of crisis:
During the Gulf War, as again today, it has been left to the US Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) to spearhead pro-active intervention in the oil markets.... (T)he experience of negotiations within the IEA demonstrates that effective coordination and co-operation are extremely difficult to achieve in practice. 82 The EU Commission is aware of the insufficiency of existing EU Community law on strategic reserves and seems determined to do something about it. The EU Green paper suggests establishing a strategic oil reserve in addition to the 90 days' existing reserves for finished products 83 and calls for better Community mechanisms such as centralized decision-making mechanisms for the release of oil to the market. Also in a new package of measures to help to improve the security of energy supplies, set up by the Commission in September 2002, it is pointed out to the weakness in the IEA system that member states' stock management is linked to a large number of external partners such as Australia, Japan and Korea 84 who do not have the same priorities as the members to the future EU integrated energy market. As a response the Commission suggests to harmonize the national storage system and to coordinate the use of security stocks.
The EU's incapacity to make decisions in this respect was demonstrated boldly in September 2000 when an initiative of single member states failed to follow the US example to jointly release strategic oil reserves to cool down prices. The EU members were unable to agree on such a drastic initiative.
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US Geopolitics of energy: All roads lead back to the Middle East
Since the 70's oil crisis, energy supply security has been a salient constituent of US foreign policy to be pursued by geopolitics. 86 During the cold war, the use of military means for guaranteeing the supply of energy was legitimized by the threat emanating from the Soviet Union, which was under constant suspicion of seeking ways to restrict the West's access to oil. Thus, the infamous "Carter doctrine" that declared the Persian Gulf as a region of "vital interests" to the US in 1980 was justified only by the anticipated advance of the Soviet Union which, after its invasion into Afghanistan, had encroached closer to the Gulf region. But the 1991 Gulf War was evidence that the threat of the Soviet Union denying the West access to its lifelines had been used as a pretext and that, in addition, after the end of the cold war the US would not accept any geopolitical changes in the Western dominated petroleum system. Still, by rallying the war alliance behind the US in the 1991 Gulf War, the argument of the necessity for a restoration of international law by liberating Kuwait played an important role. But it seems that with the distance of more than a decade, the decisive motivation for this war can now be spelt out more explicitly: it was for control of the region's oil. Had Iraq not been defeated and instead occupied the Kuwait oil fields, it would have controlled 20% of the region's oil or some 6 mb/d of capacity, turning it into an "ascendant power in OPEC". 87 Edward Morse puts it boldly: The Gulf War of 1991 was the first war in modern history fought specifically over oil. It serves as a reminder that as long as hydrocarbon resources remain fundamental to economic growth -and as long as there are powerful governments that want to ensure access to hydrocarbon supplies -there will be a commitment to use force to prevent any single government from controlling the market. 88 As Klare also demonstrates in his most recent book, US policy continues to consider access to cheap oil as a national security issue far beyond the end of the cold war and is ready, if necessary, to use military force to secure it. 89 This self-confidence in the justification of US power projection for achieving US foreign policy goals is displayed even by hard-core liberals such as Francis Fukuyama, who predicts that oil will be one of three axes along which the North and the South will collide militarily in the future.
The Democratic Clinton administration with its emphasis on economics is no exception to this geopolitical approach to energy -in fact, even more so. With an "economization of international security affairs" 90 and the blending of economics with national security 91 the Clinton administration did not leave any doubt that "the economic well-being of our society" constituted a national security interest and was supposed to be defended -if necessary, by military means. 92 And security of energy supply is regarded as an essential constituent of economic well-being. One expression of Clinton's geopolitical approach to energy was, for example, to declare Venezuela and Columbia as zones of "vital American interests" because of their oil resources. 93 The Republican Bush administration started with a strong focus on the Persian Gulf as an area of strategic interests, as Condoleezza Rice spelt out at the beginning of her term as National Security Adviser in 2000. 94 Accordingly the Bush-administration's May 2001 National Energy Policy mentioned that the Gulf will "remain vital to U.S. interests". 95 This approach changed radically after September 11, 2001 . With the prospect of having to leave their Saudi base and in view of the recent fall-out in the long-term close and mutually beneficial relationship between the Kingdom and the US, the Bush administration finds itself now at great pains to downplay the significance of this loss of a strong ally in the Middle East. But while the loss of the Saudi base might be compensated by new deployments in other Gulf states, 96 the most recent reminder of Saudi power by Crown Prince Abdullah's assurance that SaudiArabia is not considering the use of the oil weapon as a means to withdraw US support from Israel is contributing to further efforts by the US administration to dissipate the impression that the US is dependent on Saudi or Middle Eastern oil. One effort to that end is to de-emphasize the significance of the Middle East as a supplier for the US and instead to emphasize the capacities and potential importance of the Caspian region and, and most recently, Russia, for US energy supplies.
With the opening up of the Caspian's vast on-and off-shore oil fields after the break-up of the Soviet Union, expectations were awakened about new chances for the West to mitigate its dependency on oil supplies from the Middle East. It was the US Geological Survey, a science agency of the Department of the Interior which provided the first flawed estimate of the fields as yielding as much as 200 billion barrels. But a variety of new estimates corrected the USGS data and put the figure rather lower. Now, 10 years after the entry of foreign companies, the initial enthusiasm has evaporated. While there are some promising fields, like the Tengiz field where Chevron is producing and the discovery of new fields like the Kashagan field of an estimated 20-25 billion barrels, the overall picture of disappointment cannot be changed. BP and Statoil have even withdrawn from the Kashagan venture since drilling there is very expensive, with deep oil at 4500m containing as much as 16% sulfur. 97 Azerbaijan has also turned out to be a disappointment with total findings of 2-5 billion barrels. Consequently Exxon-Mobil has now also withdrawn from Azerbaijan, turning the Baku-Ceyan pipeline into an enterprise of questionable profit. 98 With an estimated size of about 61 billion barrels, the Caspian resources 99 would be roughly comparable to those of the North Sea, constituting about 6.1% of the global proven reserves. Accordingly, the verdict of a RAND Study remains that "the Caspian could improve global energy security at the margins". 100 Probably also in recognition of this less than encouraging data on the oil reserves of the Caspian region, Russia is the card on which the US is betting for its future energy supply. Moreover, Russia is foreseen as the replacement for the loss of the moderating power in OPEC, i.e. Saudi Arabia -this time not within but outside of OPEC, a role Russia has played with sterling diplomatic skills over the past winter. The recent close cooperation between both countries in their fight against international terrorism is conveniently playing into these plans. Analogously, US scholars and journalists support the US administration's strategy to de-emphasize the role of the Middle East and argue that the US is actually not in need of Saudi oil. However, this argument is often made by reiterating the mythical 200 billion barrel estimate for the Caspian reservoir -an estimate that has long since been refuted. 101 In a Foreign Affairs article on "The Battle for Energy Dominance", referring to the competition between Russia and Saudi-Arabia in their role as energy suppliers to the West, Edward Morse and James Richard 102 argue that "the CIS has won this competition because of its substantial reserves in the Caspian of about 75 billion barrels while Saudi Arabia displayed its incapability to increase its production for the last 20 years". 103 But this lame comparison cannot ignore what the authors concede at one point: that the Saudis' share of supplies to the US is higher than that of any competitor 104 and that in 2000 the US imported 22.6% of its oil from the Middle East.
All roads end in the Middle East
But all these attempts by the US elite to downplay Saudi Arabia's prominent role in the future energy market cannot ignore the simple fact that, in the long run, the US will again have to come back to the Middle Eastern countries that are the world's main suppliers of energy. There is no dispute among the experts about which region offers the largest quantities of oil reserves: the Middle East holds 65.3 % of the world's proven oil reserves. Accordingly, the share of worldwide oil coming from the Middle East will increase again, rising from 26% in 1997 to 41% in 2020, thus returning to early 1970s levels. 105 Saudi Arabia has a special role since it holds one-quarter of the estimated 1 trillion barrels of commercially proven reserves. 106 In a case of crisis, it would be Saudi Arabia more than any other country that could easily and swiftly increase its oil production in a matter of days. This refers to what has been labeled as "the strategic value of Saudi Arabia to the US", or the "swing producer role" of Saudi Arabia.
Meanwhile, it seems that war in the Gulf is imminent once again with the US planning for a preemptive attack against Iraq. While the rationale for the war provided by the US is Saddam Hussein's support for international terrorism and his possession of weapons of mass destruction, Western oil interests in Middle Eastern oil might again -as in the first Gulf War -be a further driving force behind this projected military confrontation. With a regime change in Baghdad, international and most of all US oil companies would regain access to invest in Iraq's vast oil fields which have been left almost untapped over the last decade due to the UN sanction policy. It is estimated that Iraq possesses 112 billion barrels of oil, the largest reserve in the world outside Saudi-Arabia. These international oil companies are keen to get a foot into the Iraqi oil industry or to implement their contracts for oil development with Iraq that are on hold due to the UN sanctions. 107 For years, they have been trying to gain access to the oil rich Gulf region, but so far with success only for downstream production and without any prospect for penetrating the attractive and profitable upstream production. In addition, the US National Energy Strategy of May 2001 stressed the need for US companies to invest in Middle East oil production and recommended "to support initiatives by Saudi-Arabia, Kuwait, Algeria, Qatar, the UAE and other suppliers to open up areas of their energy sectors to foreign investment". 108 The authors of the Energy Strategy are certainly aware of the insincerity of this recommendation since Saudi-Arabia and the Kuwait parliament have made it unmistakably clear that they are not going to repeat the mistake of the past by allowing the Western oil companies too much control of their precious treasures. However, a regime change in Baghdad would mitigate this impasse in the international oil companies' strategy to return to the Middle East by providing access to a country with abundant cheap conventional onshore oil that does not exist anywhere else in the world. Thus the oil companies believe they are capable to keep their promise of huge profits to their shareholders -which include members of the Bush administration as well. Though it has to be seen whether this scenario will unfold as planned -in view of the danger that the war might destroy the oilfields and that Iraq's potential to produce might be lower than expected. 109 A regime change in Baghdad would also ease the US dependency on Saudi oil by replacing it with Iraqi oil. With a production of 5 mb/d, Iraq could compensate to a large extent for the loss of Saudi production of 8 mb/d. Or, in a more extreme scenario, a military confrontation with Iraq would provide the pretext for the US to occupy the Saudi oilfields. The assumption here is that a war in this unstable region would provoke fundamentalist Islamic uprisings in neighboring countries, including in Saudi-Arabia. But a scenario in which the world's largest oil fields would fall into the hands of militant Islamists is unacceptable to Western planners. US forces would even be seen as the "global savior", 110 and the partition of Saudi-Arabia as a necessary outcome of a Saudi revolution when US armed forces would seize these oil fields, leaving the rest of Saudi-Arabia with its holy sites to the Fundamentalists.
European Geopolitics of Energy
While the US elite used to regard world oil as a strategic commodity, thus treating energy as a foreign policy issue and consequently as "national security interest", the European states usually preferred to pursue a policy of free-riding and left it to the US to maintain and, if necessary, to restore the geopolitical structure that guaranteed accessible and affordable oil to the West. But there are the first though disparate signs that even in the EU Commission and EU member states there are some officials and experts who think of a common and European geopolitical approach as a solution to deal with the import dependency of the EU. The first high-profile European to break the taboo of requesting a European military contribution for dealing with energy supply shortages was nobody less than the EU Director of the Mediterranean and Middle East Department, Eberhard Rhein, when in a 1997 RAND study he suggested:
The risk of another military conflagration in the Gulf region is more difficult to assess and to cope with. It is evident that the EU will not be capable, at least for another ten to fifteen years, of any preventive military action in the Gulf or anywhere else in the world. When it comes to securing energy supply by military power, the EU will not have any choice but to act in union with the United States, either by way of bilateral coordination, as in the Iraq war, or under NATO responsibility as in Bosnia. 111 Additionally, the need to find a rationale for the plans of a European Rapid Deployment Force contributes to the development of an distinct European geopolitical approach to energy. The government-funded Clingendael Security Institute in the Netherlands identified "essential interests" for Europe, such as a mass exodus of refugees or "hostile groups violently interrupting the flow of raw materials and/or indispensable commodities from areas Europeans are heavily dependent on". 112 In the context of asserting that the Middle East and Gulf are "strategically and economically essential to Europe's future", 113 the authors furthermore support a French suggestion to establish a special rapid reaction force for "crisis management" in the Mediterranean. But they leave unmentioned that such a force, with a projected deployment area for the Mediterranean, has been in existence since 1995, though with the participation of only four Southern EU members.
EU geopolitics: Operational European Maritime Forces
On the EU level, as early as 1995 and in context of the Barcelona process, a European Maritime Force with the Mediterranean as a deployment area took shape when Spain, France, Italy and Portugal set up a rapid operation land force and a maritime force, called EUROFOR and EUROMARFOR. 114 Their task is the implementation of the WEU Petersberg missions 115 , including peacekeeping, peace-enforcing, and evacuation of European citizens. Not surprisingly, the Southern Mediterranean countries, which were not consulted or informed beforehand, had strong reservations against the establishment of this force as "nothing other than intervention on the southern shore of the Mediterranean".
116 Also, Western strategists drew attention to the imprecision with which potential missions are projected for the newly formed forces. 117 If peacekeeping is the predominant mission of these forces, then why not design a force which could intervene in the crisis-stricken sub-Saharan regions of Africa instead of in North Africa? In its maneuvers, EUROMARFOR predominantly seemed to practice the rescue of EU nationals. But it is also possible that these forces could be used for other kinds of missions, such as interventions in the context of a potential wave of sea-borne refugees or for the security of energy supply. A scenario in this context is a fundamentalist take-over in Algeria in which EUROMARFOR could be employed to restore the security of the pipeline system.
The plans for EUROMARFOR correspond with an idea circulating in the strategic community about a geographical division of labor within NATO for areas which are of more importance to either of both transatlantic partners: it suggests that Africa and the Balkans would fall under European responsibility and the US's role would be to maintain the status quo in the Persian Gulf. 118 While critics warn that this plan for a division of labor could undermine NATO's effectiveness as an organization, this does not matter too much anymore in view of NATO's current lapse into insignificance.
CONCLUSION
During the 1980s peace and conflict research shifted its attention to environmental degradation and renewable resources as motives for future conflict. Since conflicts over renewable energy are fought at the sub-national rather than at the national level, this new trend in conflict research was further exacerbated by an explosion of ethnic and tribal conflicts after the end of the cold war. But with energy import dependency of several states growing and the effects of a slow, but irreversible process of depletion of global fossil fuels becoming more visible, attention has had to re-shift again to the inter-state level, and with a focus on non-renewable resources as the cause of potential conflict. While Western states are increasingly confronted with a heightened energy vulnerability that has the potential to provoke conflict, their strategies to prevent and mitigate these crises are not sufficient.
It is questionable whether the risk reduction strategy of the EU, which puts all of its eggs into a single Russian basket, will contribute to a sustainable prevention of conflicts of this sort. With Russia's indefinite suspension of the Energy Charter Treaty's ratification process, the EU does not have the prospect of attaining any instrument that could deal with potential transit interruptions of energy supply from one of its most important suppliers. Moreover, Russia obviously over-committed itself in terms of its energy deliveries to a variety of customers to its West, South and East, and in view of its limited reserves will prove incapable of raising its production capacity to the projected level. Moreover, there is always the question concerning future Russian policy and the fear that one day, Russia may not limit itself to simply rhetoric when giving in to the temptation to play out this new power instrument -as Saudi-Arabia and other Gulf states did in the 70s. As long as there exist swing producers who can come in swiftly, such a crisis will not lead to conflict. But after 2010, when the first effects of resource depletion will set in, these supply interruptions have a high potential to escalate and to lead to interstate conflict.
The conflict management strategies of the IEA will also have only marginal impact in mitigating and deescalating these crisis. In the Gulf War it was the swing producers who quickly took the heat out of these situations by producing spare capacity. US foreign policy, however, has never relied on these civilian and limited measures to guarantee access to affordable oil. The US pursues a geopolitical approach to energy that, in case of the 1991 Gulf War, provoked a military confrontation for the sake of the control of Middle East oil. But such a geopolitical approach, to be pursued in the predominantly Islamic Middle East, is counterproductive in the longer run, since it produces antagonism between oil-rich Islamic and oil-import depended Western states.
Instead of copying a US geopolitics of energy by developing a distinctive EU geopolitical approach, or by planning to participate in US geopolitical operations, the EU strategy should pursue alternative innovative strategies for avoiding conflict over resources. One such strategy is to conserve energy by means of taxation and legislation, as well as by dedicating resources to the research and development of alternative energy. Even if solar technology will create new dependencies on sun-rich countries, this will not have the dimensions of a fossil-fuel dependency for the simple fact that the energy of the sun is not subject to a depletion process. Another strategy would be to search for new avenues within the framework of the UN by initiating a dialogue between producer and consumer countries in order to arrive at a more equitable distribution of energy. When the reserve base of fossil fuels gets tangibly smaller after 2010 (when an increasing number of countries have to import an increasing number of fossil fuels), it will be difficult to avoid conflicts over the distribution of this invaluable and indispensable resource. And the axis along which these conflicts will erupt will be that of consumers and producers of energy belonging essentially to the South. 
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